II. REMARKS 

Claims 1-69 are pending, and claims 1-67 are allowed. The Applicants* attorney 
thanks the Examiner for teleconferencing with him on 12 August 2005, and has amended 
claim 69. But the amendment to claim 69 does not narrow this claim. In light of the 
following, all of the claims are now in condition for allowance; therefore, the Applicants' 
attorney requests the Examiner to withdraw all of the outstanding objections and rejections. 

Restriction of Claim 69 

The Applicants' attorney has amended claim 69 to recite changing the brightness of 
a first region of an image screen according to a first polarity with a first electromagnetic 
beam, and simultaneously changing the brightness of a second region of the image screen 
according to a second polarity with a second electromagnetic beam. Because the term 
"polarity" appears in allowed claim 9, the Examiner indicated that he would withdraw the 
restriction in light of this amendment. 

Rejection of Claim 68 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) As Being Unpatentable Over 
The Admitted Prior Art In FIG. 1 Of The Patent Application 

Claim 68 recites a beam generator operable to simultaneously direct an 
electromagnetic off-beam and a spatially separate electromagnetic on-beam onto the scan 
surface of a projection screen. 

For example, referring to FIG. 2 of the patent application, an image generator 53 
simultaneously directs an electromagnetic erase (off) beam 52 and a spatially separate 
electromagnetic image (on) beam 42 onto a scanning surface 38 of a projection screen 34 
of an image amplifier 22. 

In contrast, the prior-art FIG. 1 does not suggest simultaneously directing an 
electromagnetic off-beam and a spatially separate electromagnetic on-beam onto the scan 
surface of a projection screen. Referring to the prior-art image-amplifier display system 20 
in FIG. 1, an image generator 26 directs an erase burst 40 (off) and an image beam (on) 
42 onto the scanning surface 38 of a projection screen 34 at different times, not 
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simultaneously. And FIG. 1 would not have motivated one to simultaneously direct the 
erase burst 40 and image beam 42 onto the surface 38 because it makes no sense to 
simultaneously erase and write the same pixel. But even if one were motivated to 
simultaneously direct the erase burst 40 and the image beam 42 onto the scanning surface 
38, because the erase burst 40 covers the entire scanning surface 38, the erase burst and 
the image beam 42 would not be spatially separated. 

The Examiner states that claim 68 is obvious over FIG. 1 of the patent application in 
view of disclosure on p. 32, lines 18-21 of the patent application. Specifically, the 
Examiner interprets p. 32, lines 18-21 as stating that "it is conventional in the art and 
optional to erase an entire line or lines of the screen." From this interpretation, the 
Examiner concludes that claim 68 is obvious, in part, because if "it is conventional [sic] 
optional to either erase all or a portion of the lines, it is also then necessary to either 
simultaneously (if not erasing the entire portion) or subsequently generates [sic] the image 
(on beam) data." 

But the Examiner misunderstands this portion of the patent application. 

Although p. 32, lines 18-21 of the patent application disclose that organic 
light-emitting devices (OLEDs) are prior-art to the patent application, contrary to the 
Examiner's interpretation, lines 18-21 do not disclose that simultaneously erasing an entire 
line or lines of a screen and writing a pixel in another line is prior-art to the patent 
application. In stark contrast to the Examiner's interpretation, p. 32, lines 18-21 indicate 
that using an array of OLEDs (or other erase-energy generators) to erase an entire line or 
lines of a screen is an embodiment of the invention. 

Conclusion 

In light of the foregoing, claims 1-68 as previously pending and claim 69 as 
amended are in condition for full allowance, which is respectfully requested. 

In the event additional fees are due as a result of this amendment, payment for 
those fees has been enclosed in the form of a check. Should further payment be required 
to cover such fees you are hereby authorized to charge such payment to Deposit Account 
No. 07-1897. 
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If, after reviewing the above remarks, the Examiner does not believe that all of the 
claims are allowable, then he is requested to contact the Applicants' attorney, Bryan 
Santarelli, at (425) 455-5575 to schedule a telephone conference. 
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DATED this IT ^ day of August, 2005. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

GRAYBEAj/ JACKSW HALEY LLP 


m A. Safltarelli 
ftorney forApplicant 
Registration No. 37,560 
155 - 108 th Ave. NE, Suite 350 
Bellevue, WA 98004-5973 
(425) 455-5575 
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